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I am attaching our draft response to comments.  Nothing of note and we do address some of the
comments that have to do with the previous permit but the comments on the current modification
that was made are the ones we try to address.  Let me know when you have reviewed it and we will
submit the final permit.
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Jason Howanitz, MSCE, PE
Senior Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Air and Radiation Protection Division 
205-930-1284
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[bookmark: _Toc8129909]GASP Comments


[bookmark: _Toc8129910]Response to Comments on Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 from GASP dated December 1, 2020


The full text of comments submitted by the GASP is not reproduced within this document. It is available from JCDH on request. GASP’s comments on the draft permit, Statement of Basis, and application are addressed in this document. Any changes made to the (draft) permit in response to a comment will be identified specifically in the response. The Statement of Basis will not be revised at this time.


[bookmark: _Toc8129911]I. The Statement of Basis is lacking key elements that are important for the public to review. (beginning on page 2)


[bookmark: _Toc8129912]A. The section entitled “List of all Units and Emissions Generating Activities” should include a list of the emission units that were shut down in 2015 and a list of those due to be shut down upon completion of the EAF. (on page 2)


GASP claims that the lack of an explicit statement in the 2020 Statement of Basis for this draft permit indicating that the blast furnace was shutdown in 2015 is reason to re-notice the draft permit with a revised Statement of Basis. However, the Statement of Basis does indicate that the Fairfield Works (the portion of the combined US Steel operations which included the blast furnace) was shutdown in 2015. Numerous news outlets, including local news organizations, produced articles about the blast furnace shutdown, and it is surprising that GASP, a local organization, could have failed to be aware of that news prior to the Department’s Response to GASP’s Comments on the 2019 Draft Permit. Even the application cover letter for this permit change mentions the netting analysis included in the applications supporting the 2019 Draft Permit, and explicitly states that the correct emission factor was used in the netting calculations. This application, dated August 18, 2020, was posted in conjunction with the 2020 Draft Permit and Statement of Basis. The NSR determination was completed prior to the issuance of Permit No. 4-07-0371-07 and it would have been legitimate to refer back to the permit record for that permit and include only an explanation of the correction requested in the Statement of Basis for this draft permit. All the information needed to understand the nature of the proposed change to the permit was readily available during the comment period. Moreover, since only one condition was changed in this draft, as a practical matter, GASP and the public have already had 2 full public comment periods in which to find an actual deficiency in this permit. There is no need to re-notice the 2020 draft permit.


[bookmark: _Toc8129913]B. The Permitting and/or Construction History section of the SOB is incomplete and inaccurate as written, and confusing for anyone reviewing the Draft Permit. (beginning on page 2)


The Department will take this comment as an opportunity to present an “as-built” netting analysis and to explain the change from Permit 4-07-0371-08 to (draft) Permit 4-07-0371-09. Over the course of several years, US Steel replaced a Blast Furnace with an Electric Arc Furnace (EAF), and also combined the two separate permits for the plant operations into one Title V Permit. Revised applications were submitted during this time, as the details of the new EAF were finalized. The Department has requested US Steel to update the netting analysis spreadsheet to reflect the “as-built” conditions.


US Steel’s 2020 application requests only a correction of an error (inconsistency) in US Steel’s previous applications that resulted in an incorrect emission limit for the 480,000 SCFM baghouse included in Emission Unit 012 of Permit No. 4-07-0371-07. This baghouse was previously permitted under Permit No. 4-07-0370-03 with an emission limitation of 0.01 gr/dscf of PM (Condition 4 for Emission Unit 212). US Steel applied to continue to use the baghouse for the slag management building. The May 2014 EAF application for the EAF project and the February 2015 renewal applications both include a netting analysis with pre-project baseline actual emissions and post-project potential to emit. However, these applications use the emission factor of 0.001 gr/dscf of PM at 480,000 SCFM (equivalent to 4.11 lb/hr of PM) to calculate future emissions. US Steel maintains that the lower factor was an error, and that the baghouse should be subject to the same emission limit as the EAF baghouse, 0.0052 gr/dscf of PM under 40 CFR 60, Subpart AAa. US Steel used the higher emission limit in the netting analysis included in the November 2017 application which served as the basis for the combined facilities permit. Unfortunately, the same application continued to contain the lower emission limit in the potential to emit calculation. This error would not have caused the facility to be incorrectly classified as an area source of particulate matter emissions.


Under Permit No. 4-07-0371-07 issued on January 8, 2020, the Slag Management Baghouse was permitted as part of Emission Unit 012, but was mischaracterized as controlling Melt Shop Fugitives. (Melt shop fugitives are controlled by the same baghouse that controls emissions from the EAF directly.) On page 39 at Condition 41, the baghouse was limited to 0.001 gr/dscf of PM, which was an error reproduced from the application. Shortly after the permit was issued, the errors were brought to the Department’s attention and Permit No. 4-07-0370-08 was issued as an administrative amendment on February 28, 2020. The baghouse description was restored to slag management, but on page 40 at Condition 47, the emission limit was set to 4.114 lb/hr of PM, which is equivalent to the 0.001 gr/dscf.


In August of 2020, US Steel submitted a new application identifying the source and nature of the error and identifying other emission sources also controlled by the baghouse. The baghouse is described as controlling slag material handling operations and EAF alloy bins in Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09. The emissions limit in the draft permit at Condition 47 for Emission Unit 012 is 0.0052 gr/dscf or 21.394 lb/hr, which is the value used for the PSD determination for particulate matter. 


JCDH has attached a summary of the “as-built” netting analysis, focusing on the actual equipment changes and the associated emissions changes. It includes all projects constructed during the contemporaneous period, even projects whose emissions were not significant on their own. The Department believes this table will clarify all changes in emissions and demonstrate that the replacement of the blast furnace with an EAF does not result in a net significant increase in any criteria pollutant. For most pollutants, the table shows potential emissions for the EAF to be much lower than the actual blast furnace emission operations prior to the change.


GASP makes a second point that the Statement of Basis incorrectly refers to the draft permit as the “7th permit for this facility” and that Permit No. 4-07-0371-08 is not mentioned. This was a typographical error and the Permit No. 4-07-0371-08 has been posted on JDCH’s website before and  throughout the public comment period for this draft permit. Anyone who used the Department’s website (https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Misc/TitleVAirPermits.aspx) to look up the most recent permit would have found Permit No. 4-07-0371-08. 


[bookmark: _Toc8129914]C. The NSR Section of the SOB is wholly inadequate. (beginning on page 4)


Refer to the responses to Items I.A  and I.B above. See also the responses to Item VI of GASP’s comments dated May 28, 2019. 


II. The Draft Permit does not adequately address JCDH’s PSD analysis nor does U.S. Steel’s netting analysis seem to comply with the federal requirements nor Alabama’s SIP, calling into question the applicability of NSR to the source. (beginning on page 5)


As previously stated, the draft permit was intended to correct an error in the most recent permit. It was put out for public comment because the error was in an emission limit and on paper, only looking at the before and after emission limits for the one baghouse, it might appear to be authorizing an increase in emissions. However, the “higher” emissions were previously accounted for in the netting analysis. The action is not a full re-opening of the permit, and the expiration date (January 25, 2025) will not be changed.


A. Certain Arguments Raised by GASP in 2019 for U.S. Steel-Fairfield Work’ Title V Permit Renewal Remain Relevant and are Duplicated in the Current Title V Reopening. (beginning on page 6)


Gasp questions the baseline time period selected by US Steel for the particulate matter (and lead) netting analysis. US Steel used actual emissions from 24 consecutive months which were more than 5 years, but less than 10 years, prior to the commencement of construction because more recent production rates were not representative of normal operations due to poor economic conditions. The Department notes that the steel production rates used in US Steel’s spreadsheet are almost identical for 2006 and 2012, but production for 2011 is about 15% lower than 2007 production (which was lower than 2006 and 2012 production). Additionally, the 2011-2012 time period used for other pollutants would include emissions decreases from equipment voluntarily installed to reduce PM2.5 which were relied upon to for the NAAQS compliance demonstration. The resulting decreases would need to be estimated and added back to the baseline for periods after the equipment was operating.


B. The Halt in Construction of the EAF, for which GASP has no Dates for the Duration of Such Halt, Could Mean that the 2017 Netting Analysis is Stale. (beginning on page 8)


US Steel informed the Department of the construction delay (as well as the media) and the reasons for it in a timely manner. The Department may authorize pauses in construction that are longer than 18 months if the reasons for the delay are reasonable and notification occurs less than 18 months after the delay begins. US Steel met the Department’s expectations in this regard, and the Department does not find that construction was not completed within a reasonable time. The netting analysis is still based upon the commencement of construction, which has not changed. 


C. JCDH Has not Demonstrated that the Material Mistake in Calculating the PTE and Emissions Rate for the Netting Table for the EAF Alloy Bin Emissions Control Does not Constitute a Major Modification. (beginning on page 9)


The Department does not agree that a new public comment period is needed at this time.
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December 1, 2020 



 



VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND US MAIL 



Dr. Corey Masuca 



Principal Air Pollution Control Engineer 



Environmental Health Services  



Air & Radiation Protection Division 



Jefferson County Department of Health 



P.O. Box 2648 



Birmingham, AL 35202-2648 



 



Re: Comments on Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 



 



Dear Dr. Masuca: 



 



 GASP respectfully submits the following comment on draft permit No. 4-



07-0371-09 for U. S. Steel Seamless Tubular Operations, LLC 



-Fairfield Works (hereinafter “US Steel-Fairfield Works”). We appreciate the 



opportunity to make these public comments. GASP hopes that you will take into 



consideration our comments and recommendations. 



 



Purpose 



 



GASP is a nonprofit organization with a mission to advance healthy air 



environmental justice in the Greater-Birmingham area through education, 



advocacy, and organizing. GASP has been actively involved in addressing 



community concerns involving air quality issues in communities throughout 



Jefferson County. One way in which GASP seeks to improve air quality and 



address historic and ongoing environmental justice issues is through advocating 



for a stronger Title V permit for U.S. Steel. We look forward to the Jefferson 



County Department of Health (hereinafter “JCDH”) considering our comments 



and making changes to the Draft permit that better protect the health of residents 



and air quality in Jefferson County. 
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I. The Statement of Basis is lacking key elements that are important for the public to 



review. 



 



A. The section entitled “List of all Units and Emissions Generating Activities” 



should include a list of the emission units that were shut down in 2015 and a list 



of those due to be shut down upon completion of the EAF. 



 



We raised this issue during the 2019 permit renewal, and it remains relevant. Because so  



much of the New Source Review (hereinafter “NSR”) analysis depends upon when construction 



of new emission units begins and when operations were shut down, EPA and the public would 



find important to review this information. As such, this section should include a list of the 



emission units shut down in 2015 (as referenced in the “Background and Description of 



Operations” section of the 2019 Draft Permit1) as well as a list of those units due to be shut down 



upon completion of the electric arc furnace2 ( hereinafter “EAF”). 



 



 JCDH’s Response to Comments (hereinafter “RTC”) to GASP’s Comments on the 2019 



Draft Permit is the first time GASP had knowledge that the blast furnace last operated in 2015, 



with no plans to be restarted.3 However, this information, once again, is not publicly available in 



the permit record. Nor is it included in the SOB, where it certainly would be required as 



important for the public to review, as such information is critical to determining the applicability 



of NSR to the source. As such, this deficiency is once again so severe that JCDH must renotice 



the Draft Permit and include this information in its SOB. 



 



B. The Permitting and/or Construction History section of the SOB is incomplete 



and inaccurate as written, and confusing for anyone reviewing the Draft Permit. 



 



EPA explained to the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency that certain factual  



information should be included that is important for the public to be aware of.4 Certainly the 



SOB should also include accurate factual information. 



 



 First, the SOB states that “the new Title V permit will be a renewal and revision of the 



current permit which will include the proposed EAF project.”5 While a reopening of the Title V 



permit is certainly preferable to GASP and our ability to more comprehensively comment, it is 



                                                           
1 JCDH, Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 for U.S. Steel (Nov. 1, 2020) at 2. Available at 



https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-



Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2  
2 JCDH Title V Application Review for Permit No. 4-07-0371-06 for U.S. Steel (November 2017) at 38. 
3 JCDH Response to Comments on U.S. Steel’s Draft Title V permit (2020) (on file with Author). 
4 See Memorandum from Stephen D. Page on Implementation Guidance on Annual Compliance 



Certification Reporting and Statement of Basis Requirements for Title V Operating Permits to Regional 



Air Division Directors, Regions 1-10 (August 30, 2014) available at 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/20140430.pdf 
5 JCDH, Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 for U.S. Steel (Nov. 1, 2020) at 2. Available at 



https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-



Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2 





https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2


https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2


https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/20140430.pdf


https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2


https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2
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unclear why U.S. Steel’s request for a Title V administrative amendment6 resulted in a Title V 



reopening.7 JCDH should have explained their reasoning for reopening the Title V permit as 



opposed to following the procedure for a permit amendment as outlined in 40 C.F.R. §70.7(d). 



 



 Of course, U.S. Steel-Fairfield Works clearly was not entitled to an administrative 



amendment, as they did not meet the criteria of 40 C.F.R. §70.7(d).8 GASP reasonably assumes 



that JCDH recognized that the application error in the emissions rate as part of the netting 



analysis and the potential to emit (hereinafter “PTE”) calculations for the EAF constituted a 



material mistake, thus requiring JCDH to reopen the permit pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 



§70.7(f)(1)(iii).  



 



However, where the SOB also states that “[t]his renewal of the Title V permit for the 



facility with a changed name will be the 7th permit for this facility”9 several unrelated things are 



being conflated, further exacerbating the confusion in this section of the SOB. First, this is not a 



permit renewal, and in fact, is clearly a reopening of the Title V permit. Second, nothing in the 



permit record suggests that U.S. Steel-Fairfield Works will have a name change. This sentence 



seems to be addressing 40 C.F.R. §70.7(d)(1)(ii), where a name change would be an appropriate 



reason for an administrative permit amendment. It is unclear to GASP or anyone reviewing the 



Draft Permit and publicly available permit record whether JCDH is attempting a permit 



reopening, a permit renewal, or granting an administrative amendment while choosing to provide 



the public an opportunity to comment. Such a deficiency certainly warrants JCDH re-noticing the 



permit for public comment with a SOB that is clear as to what type of action JCDH is taking and 



why. 



 



                                                           
6 Title V Administrative Amendment Application – U. S. Steel Seamless Tubular Operations, LLC - 



Fairfield Works (August 2020) at 4. 
7 JCHD’s notice has the effect of repeating the Title V permit renewal, which it went through in 2019. 



The Title V rules do not provide for this. Part 70 does provide for Administrative permit amendments in 



§70.7(d). However, it appears JCDH has instead opted to reopen the permit for cause, pursuant to 40 



C.F.R  §70.7(f). 
8 (1) An “administrative permit amendment” is a permit revision that: 



(i) Corrects typographical errors; 



(ii) Identifies a change in the name, address, or phone number of any person identified in the 



permit, or provides a similar minor administrative change at the source; 



(iii) Requires more frequent monitoring or reporting by the permittee; 



(iv) Allows for a change in ownership or operational control of a source where the permitting 



authority determines that no other change in the permit is necessary, provided that a written agreement 



containing a specific date for transfer of permit responsibility, coverage, and liability between the current 



and new permittee has been submitted to the permitting authority; 



(v) Incorporates into the part 70 permit the requirements from preconstruction review permits 



authorized under an EPA-approved program, provided that such a program meets procedural 



requirements substantially equivalent to the requirements of §§ 70.7 and 70.8 of this part that would be 



applicable to the change if it were subject to review as a permit modification, and compliance 



requirements substantially equivalent to those contained in § 70.6 of this part; or 



(vi) Incorporates any other type of change which the Administrator has determined as part of the 



approved part 70 program to be similar to those in paragraphs (d)(1) (i) through (iv) of this section. 
9 JCDH, Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 for U.S. Steel (Nov. 1, 2020) at 2 
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Second, the SOB states that this is the “7th permit for this facility.” However, the draft 



permit available for public comment is numbered 09, whereas the renewal of the Title V permit 



in 2019 was numbered 07.10 The permit record publicly available does not include a permit 



numbered 08. Nor have any public notices been posted for U.S. Steel since the 2019 draft permit 



was posted that are numbered 08. As such, at the very least, JCDH must include in its RTC what 



the 08 permit for U.S. Steel was, and why it did not undergo any public comment period. 



Further, JCDH should also clarify in its RTC why this is the “7th permit for this facility,” when it 



is, in fact, numbered as the 9th permit for U.S. Steel-Fairfield Works. 



 



C. The NSR Section of the SOB is wholly inadequate. 



 



The previous issues discussed in Sections I.A. and I.B. of this Comment are further  



exacerbated in the NSR section of the SOB. This section of the SOB reads as follows: 



  



 



 
First, the conflation of a Title V permit renewal with what appears to be the reopening on 



which GASP is commenting muddles the already-confusing NSR analysis performed by JCDH, 



                                                           
10 See JCDH, Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 for U.S. Steel (Nov. 1, 2020) at 2 
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and issues raised therewith in our Comments on the 2019 renewal.11 The severe lack of 



information provided by JCDH leaves GASP able only to raise questions on this issue: 



 



1. In this section, JCDH refers to a “comprehensive NSR review” and “another NSR 



review” and a “new NSR review.” Are these three different NSR reviews? When 



did JCDH perform each NSR review? 



2. What does JCDH mean by this sentence: “The Departments review indicates the 



changes proposed by the company will be minor are minor but the Department 



these are not”? 



3. Does JCDH have any evidentiary support for their conclusion that “none of the 



NSR pollutant[s] exceeded its significant emission rate to trigger NSR”? 



 



Second, once again JCDH has merely presented a conclusory statement about their NSR  



review in the Draft Permit. During the 2019 permit renewal, GASP was unable during the public 



comment period to adequately address the applicability of NSR to the source because the NSR 



Analysis presented by JCDH was virtually nonexistent.12 In 2019, and once again now, GASP 



raises the issue that the SOB does not contain sufficient information in order to be able to raise 



arguments about the sufficiency of the netting analysis performed to determine the applicability 



of NSR to the source. 



   



II. The Draft Permit does not adequately address JCDH’s PSD analysis nor does 



U.S. Steel’s netting analysis seem to comply with federal requirements nor 



Alabama’s SIP, calling into question the applicability of NSR to the source. 



 



The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) program appears in CAA sections  



160-169 and applies in attainment areas such as Jefferson County13. NSR requirements apply to 



newly-constructed sources and to “major modifications.” The PSD definition of modification 



“contemplates a two-step test for determining whether activities at an existing facility constitute 



a major modification subject to review. [First, determine] whether a physical or operational 



change will occur. If so, [determine] whether [that change] will result in an emissions increase 



over baseline levels […] [Second, determine] whether the proposed change will result in a 



significant net emissions increase of any pollutant subject to regulation under the CAA14.” 40 



C.F.R. §52.21(b)(3)(i) defines a net emissions increase as the increase in “actual emissions” from 



the particular physical or operational change together with any other “contemporaneous” 



increases or decreases of actual emissions. To be “contemporaneous,” the emissions increases or 



                                                           
11 See Section II., Gasp Comments on Draft Permit No. . 4-07-0371-09 (May 28, 2019) (on file with 



Author); also attached as ATTACHMENT A to this Comment. 
12 See Id. 
13 As of the date of this comment, Jefferson County has been in attainment for all criteria pollutants since 



2012. 
14 40 C.F.R. §52.21(b)(2)(i); Memorandum from John Calcagni on Proposed Netting for Modifications at 



Cyprus Northshore Mining Corporation, Silver Bay, Minnesota (August 11, 1992) available at 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf.  





https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf
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decreases must have “occurred” within the 5 years preceding the proposed change15. 



Applicability of the PSD provisions must be determined in advance of construction and on a 



pollutant-by-pollutant basis16. 



 



A. Certain Arguments Raised by GASP in 2019 for U.S. Steel-Fairfield Works’ 



Title V Permit Renewal Remain Relevant and are Duplicated in the Current 



Title V Reopening. 



 



 First, as part of its 2017 application for renewal of its Title V permit, U.S. Steel submitted 



its Contemporaneous Netting Analysis in Section 6.417. The original permit application was 



submitted in March 2017. The permit application does not indicate when the netting analysis was 



conducted. However, a press release from U.S. Steel indicates that construction on the EAF 



began in March of 2015 and was suspended in December 201518. The netting analysis must have 



been performed prior to March of 2015 in order for U.S. Steel’s analysis of the applicability of 



the PSD provisions in its permit application to be consistent with federal requirements. JCDH 



must make PSD determinations on reasonable grounds properly supported by the record. The 



date of the netting analysis is critical to determining whether the analysis was performed 



pursuant to the requirements in Alabama’s SIP (Ala. Code 335-3-14-.04 and included in 



Jefferson County Board of Health Air Pollution Control Rules and Regulations 2.4.1(e)19) and 



the requirements of the CAA. As such, JCDH’s conclusion that the facility is not subject to NSR 



must be supported by the record, which, once again is not the case.  



 



JCDH’s RTC is the first time GASP was presented with the analysis underlying JCDH’s 



conclusion that “This review shows that none of the NSR pollutant[s] exceeded its significant 



emission rate to trigger NSR.” JCDH follows the six (6) steps in the suggested emissions netting 



procedure set forth in the DRAFT New Source Review Workshop Manual.20 In Step 2 of 



JCDH’s analysis, the RTC is the first time that the construction date for the EAF was confirmed, 



and thus the beginning of the contemporaneous period was identified. The RTC is also the first 



time GASP had knowledge that the blast furnace last operated in 2015, with no plans to be 



restarted. 



 



 Looking only at the original NSR review from the 2019 permit renewal, in its 2017 



application for renewal of its Title V permit, U.S. Steel, after performing its netting analysis, 



determines that “the project will involve significant contemporaneous emissions decreases as a 



                                                           
15 Memorandum from John Calcagni on Proposed Netting for Modifications at Cyprus Northshore Mining 



Corporation, Silver Bay, Minnesota (August 11, 1992) available at 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf. 
16 Id. 
17 JCDH Title V Application Review for Permit No. 4-07-0371-06 for U.S. Steel (November 2017) at 48. 
18 Press Release, U.S. Steel, United States Steel Announces Restart of Construction of Electric Arc 



Furnace (Feb. 11, 2019) available at https://www.ussteel.com/newsroom/united-states-steel-announces-



restart-construction-electric-arc-furnace.  
19 Which explicitly requires “before beginning actual construction the procedure for calculating whether a 



significant emissions increase will occur […]”Jefferson County Board of Health Air Pollution Control 



Rules and Regulations 2.4.1(e) (emphasis added). 
20 See EPA, “DRAFT New Source Review Workshop Manual” (October 1990),  available at 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/1990wman.pdf 





https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf


https://www.ussteel.com/newsroom/united-states-steel-announces-restart-construction-electric-arc-furnace


https://www.ussteel.com/newsroom/united-states-steel-announces-restart-construction-electric-arc-furnace


https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/1990wman.pdf
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result of the permanent shutdown of numerous existing steelmaking sources […] the EAF project 



is not a major modification and not subject to major PSD/NNSR permitting21.” However, 



JCDH’s decision that the facility is not subject to NSR review in both the 2019 Draft Permit 



SOB and the current Draft permit is not described in enforceable terms in the NSR Section of the 



SOB. At the very least, the SOB should go through step-by-step the NSR review process, as U.S. 



Steel does in their 2017 permit application. Additionally, the draft permit should include JCDH’s 



own comprehensive NSR reviews that are merely mentioned in the SOB. Accordingly, JCDH 



must revise this section of the SOB in the draft permit. Once again, this deficiency is so severe 



that it prohibits the public from being able to meaningfully comment on the Draft Permit. As 



such, JCDH must renotice the Draft Permit and include in the SOB the robust NSR Reviews 



performed by JCDH. 



 



 Third, in its 2017 Title V permit renewal application, U.S. Steel correctly followed the 



next step in NSR review where they a present a contemporaneous netting analysis. The netting 



summary for each pollutant includes emissions from 2006 and 2007. JCDH’s Draft Permit only 



mentions a “comprehensive NSR review performed by this Department” that followed a hybrid 



methodology “as laid out in 2.4.1(i)22. The Department’s Review is not publicly available. As 



such, one cannot determine whether the 2-year period chosen by U.S. Steel is representative of a 



normal source of operation as required by 40 C.F.R. §52.21(b)(21)(ii)23. JCDH’s decision to 



issue the 2019 draft permit, and ultimately the final permit in 2020, and determine that NSR is 



not triggered does not show that JCDH followed the required procedures in the SIP, nor that they 



made this PSD decision on reasonable grounds properly supported by the record. This issue 



raised in 2019 remains, and the material mistake in calculation of PTE as part of the netting for 



the EAF only further drives home the argument that JCDH’s PSD decision was not made on 



reasonable grounds. 



 



Additionally, EPA’s regulations limit netting to those emissions that occur within the 5-



year period that “precedes the proposed change24.” Where the current permit application for an 



Administrative Amendment does not include a new netting analysis, it is reasonable to assume 



the netting analysis provided in the 2017 application for renewal of the Title V permit is still 



being relied upon. The 2017 permit application netting analysis for decreased emissions includes 



the list of units to be shut down in Table 2-125 of the 2019 draft permit. However, throughout the 



permit application, multiple units are referred to as being due to be shut down upon completion 



                                                           
21 JCDH Title V Application Review for Permit No. 4-07-0371-06 for U.S. Steel (November 2017) at 6-9. 
22 JCDH, Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-06 for U.S. Steel (April 28, 2019) at 5. This same statement is 



made in the current Draft Permit. JCDH, Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 for U.S. Steel (Nov. 1, 2020) at 



2. Available at https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-



Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2 
23 See also Memorandum from John Calcagni on Proposed Netting for Modifications at Cyprus 



Northshore Mining Corporation, Silver Bay, Minnesota (August 11, 1992) available at 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf. 
24 40 C.F.R. 52.21.(b)(3)(ii)(emphasis added). See also Memorandum from John Calcagni on Proposed 



Netting for Modifications at Cyprus Northshore Mining Corporation, Silver Bay, Minnesota (August 11, 



1992) available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf 
25 JCDH Title V Application Review for Permit No. 4-07-0371-06 for U.S. Steel (November 2017) at 2-6 



to 2-7. 





https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2


https://www.jcdh.org/SitePages/Programs-Services/Scores-Lists/Air/AirDocumentation.aspx?NoticeId=376&Type=2


https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf


https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf
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of the EAF26 (which U.S. Steel says will be completed in the second half of 202027). U.S. Steel 



cannot include in its netting analysis decreases associated with any emission units that did not 



occur within 5 years of March 2015 (construction of the EAF). As such, the entire netting 



analysis performed by U.S. Steel is questionable. Accordingly, GASP raises the issue that the 



netting analysis might not be sufficient and that JCDH’s conclusion that U.S. Steel is not subject 



to NSR review might not be correct. 



 



B. The Halt in Construction of the EAF, for which GASP has no Dates for the 



Duration of Such Halt, Could Mean that the 2017 Netting Analysis is Stale. 



 



40 C.F.R. §52.21(b)(3)(i) defines a net emissions increase as the increase in “actual 



emissions” from the particular physical or operational change together with any other 



“contemporaneous” increases or decreases of actual emissions. To be “contemporaneous,” the 



emissions increases or decreases must have “occurred” within the 5 years preceding the proposed 



change28. Applicability of the PSD provisions must be determined in advance of construction and 



on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis29. “Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is 



not commenced within 18 months after receipt of such approval, if construction is discontinued 



for a period of 18 months or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time. 



The Administrator may extend the 18-month period upon a satisfactory showing that an 



extension is justified. This provision does not apply to the time period between construction of 



the approved phases of a phased construction project; each phase must commence construction 



within 18 months of the projected and approved commencement date.”30 



 



 GASP learned from JCDH’s RTC on our Comments on the 2019 Title V permit 



renewal that there was a halt in construction for the EAF in 201531. No additional information 



was provided on when construction began again. JCDH has not provided in the SOB and U.S. 



Steel did not provide in its 2020 application for an administrative amendment how long the halt 



in construction for the EAF lasted. A critical question still remains: whether U.S. Steel stopped 



construction on the EAF for so long that it eliminated their ability to look all the way back to 



2004 to pick their baseline. If this is the case, the entire netting analysis is stale and must be 



recalculated with the appropriate lookback, taking into account the halt in construction. 



                                                           
26 For example, in Section 6.3 of the Permit Application, a list of equipment and activities are listed that 



will “permanently cease to operate upon start up and commencement of normal commercial operation of 



the EAF project.” JCDH Title V Application Review for Permit No. 4-07-0371-06 for U.S. Steel 



(November 2017) at 6-7. 
27 Press Release, U.S. Steel, United States Steel Announces Restart of Construction of Electric Arc 



Furnace (Feb. 11, 2019) available at https://www.ussteel.com/newsroom/united-states-steel-announces-



restart-construction-electric-arc-furnace.  
28 Memorandum from John Calcagni on Proposed Netting for Modifications at Cyprus Northshore Mining 



Corporation, Silver Bay, Minnesota (August 11, 1992) available at 



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf. 
29 Id. 
30 40 C.F.R. §52.21(r)(2). 
31 “US Steel first submitted an application for the project in 2014, and began construction in 2015. The 



project was put on hold due to economic conditions in late 2015, with the intention of construction the 



EAF when economic conditions became favorable.” JCDH Response to Comments on U.S. Steel’s Draft 



Title V permit (2020) (on file with Author). 





https://www.ussteel.com/newsroom/united-states-steel-announces-restart-construction-electric-arc-furnace


https://www.ussteel.com/newsroom/united-states-steel-announces-restart-construction-electric-arc-furnace


https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/cyprus.pdf
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C. JCDH Has not Demonstrated that the Material Mistake in Calculating the PTE 



and Emissions Rate for the Netting Table for the EAF Alloy Bin Emissions 



Control Does not Constitute a Major Modification. 



 



In the cover letter to their 2020 application for an administrative permit amendment, U.S.  



Steel simply states that “Under the most recent permit action for Fairfield Works, U.S. Steel 



identified a discrepancy in its application submittal materials. In particular, two different 



emissions calculations for the Slag Management baghouse were presented to JCDH; one 



calculation in the Netting Table and the other in the PTE calculation. The Netting Table 



calculation used the intended emission rate of 0.0052 grains/dscffor the Slag Management 



baghouse, with a corresponding 21.39 lb/hr emission rate. The PTE calculations incorrectly used 



a 0.001 grains/dscfvalue with a corresponding 4.11 lb/hr emission rate. U.S. Steel is providing 



updated PTE calculations and appropriate forms to correct the error. The netting calculations 



(which used the correct emission calculations) demonstrate that the EAF project with associated 



shutdown units does not trigger PSD permitting. The Netting Table calculations nor the 



determination that the project does not trigger PSD permitting require updating.”32 



 



 Again, as in 2019, the scant reasoning provided by JCDH concerning the “new NSR 



review” provides no information other than a conclusory statement. GASP, once again, is unable 



to meaningfully engage with JCDH’s NSR analysis as it pertains to the emissions rate for the 



netting table and PTE calculation for the EAF alloy bin emissions control. The total lack of 



analysis by JCDH is further exacerbated by similar conclusory statements made by U.S. Steel in 



its 2020 application for an administrative permit amendment. JCDH’s conclusion that the facility 



is not subject to NSR must be supported by the record, which, once again is not the case. As 



such, JCDH must renotice the permit with its “new NSR review” addressing how the material 



mistake that required this Title V reopening does not affect the 2017 netting analysis and make a 



showing that NSR does not apply to the source. 



 



III. Conclusion 



 



Although Draft Permit No. 4-07-0371-09 appears to be a reopening of Permit No. 4-07-



0371-07 due to a material mistake, JCDH referring to the action as a renewal, and in some 



instances, an administrative amendment, creates unnecessary confusion that frustrates the ability 



of the public to meaningfully comment on the Draft Permit. Further, issues raised by GASP in 



2019 remain as it pertains to the 2017 netting analysis provided by U.S. Steel and how the halt in 



the construction of the EAF has affected that netting analysis. Finally, as was also the case in 



2019, JCDH has not made a conclusion that U.S. Steel-Fairfield Works is not subject to NSR 



that is properly supported by the record. As such, the only appropriate remedy is for JCDH to 



cure these severe deficiencies, require U.S. Steel to supplement their application, and renotice 



the permit for public comment. 



 



 



                                                           
32 Title V Administrative Amendment Application – U. S. Steel Seamless Tubular Operations, LLC - 



Fairfield Works (August 2020) at 1. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 



Respectfully submitted, 



 
Haley Colson Lewis 



 



 



 










Affected Units


			EU # in 4-07-0370-06 or Project			EU Description			EU # in Combined Permit 4-08-0371-08 or Status			Baseline Emissions (2006 & 2007)												Potential Emissions After All Retirements and Construction																								Baseline Emissions (2011 & 2012)


												PM			PM10			PM2.5			Pb			PM			PM10			PM2.5			Pb			SO2			NOX			CO			VOC			SO2			NOX			CO 			VOC


												(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)


			Blast Furnace Raw Material Handling, including:


			201			Iron Ore Unloading & Handling			retired			1.28			0.64			0.64			9.53-5																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Limestone Unloading & Handling						0.03			0.01			0.01																														- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Coke Transfer & Handling						1.56			0.78			0.78																														- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Slag Handling, Crushing & Loading						0.69			0.34			0.34																														- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Q-BOP Slag Pit Handling						22.94			22.94			22.94																														- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			233 (202)			Coal Handling with 30,714 SCFM Baghouse			retired			7.10			7.10			7.10			2.45E-04																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			216			South Burnt Lime Silo with 7,500 SCFM Baghouse			retired			4.28			4.28			4.28			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			217			U/X Burnt Lime Silo with 7,500 SCFM Baghouse			now EU 020			4.28			4.28			4.28			- 0			5.63			5.63			5.63			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			218			North Burnt Lime Silo with 9,250 SCFM Baghouse			now EU 021			5.28			5.28			5.28			- 0			6.95			6.95			6.95			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			No. 8 Blast Furnace Operations, including:


			203			(3) Bleeder Valves (Flame Suppression)			retired			0.19			0.19			0.19			1.22E-05																											0.10			2.41			2.02			0.13


			no EU			Blast Furnace Contact Cooling Towers			retired			50.97			2.27			0.04			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			no EU			Blast Furnace Slips			retired			20.94			7.96			7.96			5.83E-04																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			"232A"			Blast Furnace Cast House Fugitives			retired			90.16			46.88			18.93			2.51E-03																											164.96			27.96			- 0			179.87


			211			136,000 SCFM Baghouse "North Mixing & Desulfurization"			retired			1.41			1.41			1.41			1.70E-04																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			212			480,000 SCFM Baghouse "South Mixing, Desulfurization & Slag Handling Baghouse"			repurposed for EAF Project			1.16			1.16			1.16			4.25E-04																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			211/212			Hot Metals Transfer (Mixers)			retired			63.38			63.38			63.38			6.73E-03																											- 0			- 0			- 0			0.93


			211/212			Molten Reladling (All Q-BOPs)			retired			56.10			56.10			56.10			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			1.09


			232			340,000 SCFM Baghouse for Cast House Secondary Emissions Control System			retired			11.25			11.25			2.36			3.13E-04																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			204			No. 8 Blast Furnace Stoves			retired			21.39			21.39			21.39			2.49E-03																											129.42			60.51			1,110.57			33.62


			205			No. 8 Blast Furnace Waste Gas Flare


			Boilers Combusting Blast Furnace Gas & Natural Gas, including:


			206			Boiler #5, 491.8 MMBtu/hr			retired			1.64			1.64			1.64			7.48E-05																											6.13			2.86			52.57			1.59


			208			Boiler #8, 491.8 MMBtu/hr			retired			2.31			2.31			2.31			1.05E-04																											12.74			5.95			109.29			3.31


			209			Boiler #9, 726.4 MMBtu/hr			retired			20.02			20.02			20.02			9.10E-04																											160.67			75.12			1,378.75			41.73


			210			Boiler #10, 726.4 MMBtu/hr			retired			19.25			19.25			19.25			8.75E-04																											158.06			73.90			1,356.35			41.05


			Q-BOP Furnaces, including:


			213			Q-BOP Furnace "C"			retired			17.28			17.28			10.02			3.62E-03																											- 0			26.82			- 0			0.34


			214			Q-BOP Furnace "X"			retired			20.70			20.70			12.01			4.89E-03																											- 0			31.79			- 0			0.40


			215			Q-BOP Furnace "U"			retired			20.45			20.45			11.86			2.30E-02																											- 0			28.73			- 0			0.36


			231			482,000 SCFM Baghouse (SE) for Q-BOP Charging & Tapping			retired			64.09			64.09			37.17			2.42E-02																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			"231A"			Q-BOP Fugitives (Tapping & Charging)			retired			24.45			24.45			9.05			9.22E-03																											- 0			- 0			- 0			1.09


			Blast Furance Period Ladle Metallurgy Facility (LMF), including:


			219			57,540 SCFM Baghouse for LMF			repurposed			11.99			11.99			11.99			5.34E-03																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			220			15,000 SCFM Baghouse for LMF Material Handling			retired			3.13			3.13			3.13			5.33E-04			baghouse incorrectly included in permit as EU 022 - will be removed																								- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			Miscellaneous Retired Units, including:


			223			Slab Reheat Furnace, 1 Roughing & 6 Rolling Mills			retired			7.44			7.44			7.44			4.90E-04																											0.59			277.55			77.71			77.71


			224			No. 4 Pickling Process			retired			- 0			- 0			- 0			1.50E-07																											- 0			0.33			0.10			0.01


			225			No 4 Galvanizing Unit			retired			1.51			1.51			1.51			9.93E-05																											0.12			- 0			- 0			- 0


			227			Hydrogen Reformer			retired			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			228			Sheet Mill Annealing Ovens			retired			1.62			1.62			1.62			1.60E-04																											0.13			51.78			15.53			1.02


			229			Cold Reduction Unit			retired			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			0


			EAF Raw Materials Handling, including:


			EAF Project			Injection Carbon Handling Fugitives			no EU															0.01			0.005			0.001			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						New Injection Carbon Silos (2)			EU 019															1.16			1.16			1.16			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						EAF Injection Carbon Surge Bins (1)			no EU															0.58			0.58			0.58			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Dolo and Lime Surge Bins (2)			no EU															1.50			1.50			1.50			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Charge Carbon, CaAl, Pebble Lime: (3) Silos & (3) Surge Bins			Ducted to EAF Baghouse


						(2) Burnt Lime Storage Silos			EUs 020 & 021															See Emissions Estimate Above


						Flux, Charge Carbon, and Alternate Iron Handling Fugitives			no EU															3.77			1.78			0.27			3.62E-03			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Alloy Handling Fugitives			no EU															3.31			1.57			0.24						- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Scrap Handling - Yard			no EU															23.31			11.03			1.67						- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						EAF Pnuematic System Bin Vent			no EU															0.68			0.68			0.68						- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			New EAF Operations, including:


			EAF Project			1,200,000 SCFM Baghouse, Primary EAF (allowable emissions)			EU 012															234.27			178.04			173.36			4.48E-01			308.00			336.00			2,560.00			200.00


						EAF Baghouse Dust Storage Silo			EU 012															0.86			0.86			0.86			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						480,000 SCFM Baghouse, Secondary EAF and Slag Management (allowable emissions)			(former 212) now EU 012															93.71			71.22			69.35			1.80E-02			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						EAF Melt Shop Fugitives			no EU															71.20			54.11			52.69			7.12E-03			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Slag Handling Fugitives			no EU															0.89			0.89			0.89			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						EAF Melt Shop Non-Contact Cooling Towers			no EU															3.95			3.06			0.01			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						35,315 SCFM Baghouse for New Vacuum Tank Degasser (VTD) Process			make this EU 022															13.26			13.26			13.26			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						15 MMBtu/hr Vertical Ladle Preheater			EU 015															0.49			0.49			0.49			3.22E-05			0.04			3.22			5.41			0.35


						(2) 2,200 HP Emergency Generator Engines			016															7.04			7.04			7.04			- 0			12.16			24.12			5.53			0.70


			New for EAF Ladle Metallurgy Facility LMF), including:


			EAF Project			80,000 SCFM Baghouse for LMF & VTD Alloy Addition			(former 219) EU 013															30.03			30.03			30.03			3.00E-03			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						LMF Baghouse Bin Vent 			EU 014															0.14			0.14			0.14			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			Coupling Project, including:


			Coupling Project			Cleaning & Chemical Conversion Process			EU 017															1.05			1.05			1.05			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			1.04


						Painting & Stenciling			no EU															0.17			0.17			0.17			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			3.56


						0.2036 MMBtu/hr Boiler (80 hp)			EU 018															0.01			0.01			0.01			4.37E-07			5.25E-04			8.74E-02			7.34E-02			4.81E-03


						Total of 6.88 MMBtu/hr of Miscellaneous New Natural Gas Combustion			no EU															0.22			0.22			0.22			1.48E-05			1.77E-02			2.95			2.48			1.62E-01


			Quenching & Tempering Project, including:


			Quenching & Tempering Project			62.4 MMBtu/hrAustenitizing Furnace			EU 025															2.04			2.04			2.04			1.34E-04			1.61E-01			21.86			22.51			1.47


						Contact Cooling Tower			no EU															8.77			5.57			0.02			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Stenciling Process			no EU															- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			31.87


						34.0 MMBtu/hr Tempering Furnace			EU 026															1.11			1.11			1.11			7.30E-05			8.76E-02			11.91			12.26			0.80


			Package Boilers Project, including:


			Package Boilers Project			(2) 8.16 MMBtu/hr Boilers			EU 028															0.53			0.53			0.53			3.51E-05			0.04			2.24			5.89			0.39


			Emissions From Plant Road Traffic from New & Retired Units


			Blast Furnace Period			Paved Roadways			no EU			1.95			0.38			0.09			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Unpaved Roadways			no EU			57.45			15.31			2.35			- 0																											- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			EAF Project			Paved Roadways			no EU															0.89			0.18			0.04			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Compacted Slag Roadways			no EU															30.37			7.90			0.79			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Unpaved Roadways			no EU															6.94			1.85			0.18			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


			Quenching & Tempering Project			Paved Roadways			no EU															4.44			0.89			0.22			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0


						Unpaved Roadways			no EU															4.44			1.38			0.14			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0			- 0





												Baseline Emissions (2006 & 2007)												Potential Emissions After All Retirements and Construction																								Baseline Emissions (2011 & 2012)


												PM			PM10			PM2.5			Pb			PM			PM10			PM2.5			Pb			SO2			NOX			CO			VOC			SO2			NOX			CO 			VOC


												(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)			(tons/yr)


						TOTALS FOR EACH COLUMN						639.67			489.21			370.03			8.70E-02			563.72			412.92			373.32			4.80E-01			320.51			402.39			2,614.15			240.35			632.92			665.71			4,102.89			384.25





																								Change in Emissions From Affected Units Due to Projects & Retirements During the Contemporaneous Period


																								PM (tons/year)									(75.95)			SO2 (tons/year)									(312.41)


																								PM10 (tons/year)									(76.29)			NOX (tons/year)									(263.32)


																								PM2.5 (tons/year)									3.29			CO (tons/year)									(1,488.74)


																								Pb (tons/year)									0.39			VOC (tons/year)									(143.90)












































Units Not Affected


			Last Separate Facilities Permit #			EU#			EU Description			EU # in Combined Permit


			4-07-0371-06			003			340 MMBtu/hr Bloom Reheat Furnace			003


			4-07-0371-06			004			150,000 ACFM Venturi Rod Scrubber for Mandrel Piercing Mill, Deoxidizer (Borax) and Graphite Application Stations			004


			4-07-0371-06			005			114 MMBtu/hr Tube Reheat Furnace			005


			4-07-0371-06			006			86.6 MMBtu/hr Austenitizing Furnace			006


			4-07-0371-06			007			66.5 MMBtu/hr Tempering Furnace			007


			4-07-0371-06			008			Pipe Coater No. 1			008


			4-07-0371-06			009			Pipe Coater No. 2			009


			4-07-0371-06			010			4 MMBtu/hr Mandrel Preheat Furnace			010


			4-07-0371-06			011			Emergency Generator, Caterpillar 3516			016


			4-07-0371-06			011			4,000-Gallon Gasoline Storage Tank FT-16			011


			4-07-0370-03			230			12,000-Gallong Gasoline Storage Tank FT-1			011


			4-07-0370-03			230			500-Gallon Gasoline Storage Tank FT-18			011


			4-07-0370-03			221			Continuous Slab Caster and Torch Cut-off Station			024


			4-07-0370-03			222			Continuous Rounds Caster and Torch Cut-off Station			023


			4-07-0370-03			226			No. 5 Galvanizing Unit			027








QT Cooling Towers


			Cooling Tower Calculations Using Method from 20. QT-2 Cooling Tower from USS


			QT-2 Contact Cooling Tower			Inputs


			Water Flow Rate, gal/hr			1,200,000			Each Tower… There are 2…


			Water Flow Rate, lb/hr			10,008,000


			Annual Operating Hours			8,760


			Drift			0.005%			Industry standard for new cooling towers


			TDS (ppmw)			2,000			USS Assumption


			TDS Specific Gravity			2.2			Assumed to be NaCl


			Equations from USS Spreadsheet, based on Reisman and Frisbie, "Calculating Realistic PM10 Emissions From Cooling Tower"


			Volume of drift droplet = (4/3)*PI()*(Dd/2)^3																		Eq. 1


			Mass of Solids in Drift droplet = (TDS)*(ρW)*(Volume of Drift Droplet)																		Eq. 2


			Solid Particle Volume = (Partice mass of solids)/(ρTDS)																		Eq. 3


			Dp = Dd * ((TDS)*(ρW/ρTDS))^(1/3)																		Eq. 4


						WHERE:


			Dp = diameter of solid particle (µm)									ρW = density of water = 1E-6 µg/µ3


			Dd = diameter of drift droplet (µm)									ρTDS = density of solid particles


			Droplet Diameter (µm)			Drop Volume (µm3)			Solid Particle Mass (µg)			Solid Particle Volume (µm3)			Solid Particle Diameter (µm)			% Mass Smaller than Column E


			10			524			1.05E-06			0.48			0.97			- 0


			20			4,189			8.38E-06			3.81			1.94			0.196


			30			14,137			2.83E-05			12.85			2.91			0.226


			40			33,510			6.70E-05			30.46			3.87			0.514


			50			65,450			1.31E-04			59.50			4.84			1.816


			60			113,097			2.26E-04			102.82			5.81			5.702


			70			179,594			3.59E-04			163.27			6.78			21.348


			90			381,704			7.63E-04			347.00			8.72			49.812


			110			696,910			1.39E-03			633.55			10.66			70.509


			130			1,150,347			2.30E-03			1,045.77			12.59			82.023


			150			1,767,146			3.53E-03			1,606.50			14.53			88.012


			180			3,053,628			6.11E-03			2,776.03			17.44			91.032


			210			4,849,048			9.70E-03			4,408.23			20.34			92.468


			240			7,238,229			1.45E-02			6,580.21			23.25			94.091


			270			10,305,995			2.06E-02			9,369.09			26.16			94.689


			300			14,137,167			2.83E-02			12,851.97			29.06			96.288


			350			22,449,298			4.49E-02			20,408.45			33.91			97.011


			400			33,510,322			6.70E-02			30,463.93			38.75			98.340


			450			47,712,938			9.54E-02			43,375.40			43.59			99.071


			500			65,449,847			1.31E-01			59,499.86			48.44			99.071


			600			113,097,336			2.26E-01			102,815.76			58.12			100.000


			Interpolations:


			% PM10 = F29 +(10-E29)*(F29-F28)/(E29-E28)									63.50


			% PM2.5 = F23+(2.5-E23)*(F24-F23)/(E24-E23)									0.21


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr) = Water Circulation Rate (lb/hr) * Drift * TDS/1,000,000


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr)			1.00			annual =			4.38			tons/yr			for 2 units:			8.77


			PM10 Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.64			annual =			2.78			tons/yr			for 2 units:			5.57


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.00			annual =			0.01			tons/yr			for 2 units:			0.02








EAF Cooling Tower


			Cooling Tower Calculations Using Method from 20. QT-2 Cooling Tower from USS


			QT-2 Contact Cooling Tower			Inputs


			Water Flow Rate, gal/hr			1,800,000			Only 1 tower as far as I can tell from USS Calculation


			Water Flow Rate, lb/hr			15,012,000


			Annual Operating Hours			8,760


			Drift			0.005%			Industry standard for new cooling towers


			TDS (ppmw)			1,200			USS Assumption


			TDS Specific Gravity			2.2			Assumed to be NaCl


			Equations from USS Spreadsheet, based on Reisman and Frisbie, "Calculating Realistic PM10 Emissions From Cooling Tower"


			Volume of drift droplet = (4/3)*PI()*(Dd/2)^3																		Eq. 1


			Mass of Solids in Drift droplet = (TDS)*(ρW)*(Volume of Drift Droplet)																		Eq. 2


			Solid Particle Volume = (Partice mass of solids)/(ρTDS)																		Eq. 3


			Dp = Dd * ((TDS)*(ρW/ρTDS))^(1/3)																		Eq. 4


						WHERE:


			Dp = diameter of solid particle (µm)									ρW = density of water = 1E-6 µg/µ3


			Dd = diameter of drift droplet (µm)									ρTDS = density of solid particles


			Droplet Diameter (µm)			Drop Volume (µm3)			Solid Particle Mass (µg)			Solid Particle Volume (µm3)			Solid Particle Diameter (µm)			% Mass Smaller than Column E


			10			524			6.28E-07			0.29			0.82			- 0


			20			4,189			5.03E-06			2.28			1.63			0.196


			30			14,137			1.70E-05			7.71			2.45			0.226


			40			33,510			4.02E-05			18.28			3.27			0.514


			50			65,450			7.85E-05			35.70			4.09			1.816


			60			113,097			1.36E-04			61.69			4.90			5.702


			70			179,594			2.16E-04			97.96			5.72			21.348


			90			381,704			4.58E-04			208.20			7.35			49.812


			110			696,910			8.36E-04			380.13			8.99			70.509


			130			1,150,347			1.38E-03			627.46			10.62			82.023


			150			1,767,146			2.12E-03			963.90			12.26			88.012


			180			3,053,628			3.66E-03			1,665.62			14.71			91.032


			210			4,849,048			5.82E-03			2,644.94			17.16			92.468


			240			7,238,229			8.69E-03			3,948.13			19.61			94.091


			270			10,305,995			1.24E-02			5,621.45			22.06			94.689


			300			14,137,167			1.70E-02			7,711.18			24.51			96.288


			350			22,449,298			2.69E-02			12,245.07			28.60			97.011


			400			33,510,322			4.02E-02			18,278.36			32.68			98.340


			450			47,712,938			5.73E-02			26,025.24			36.77			99.071


			500			65,449,847			7.85E-02			35,699.92			40.85			99.071


			600			113,097,336			1.36E-01			61,689.46			49.02			100.000


			Interpolations:


			% PM10 = F30 +(10-E30)*(F31-F30)/(E31-E30)									77.64


			% PM2.5 = F24+(2.5-E24)*(F25-F24)/(E25-E24)									0.24


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr) = Water Circulation Rate (lb/hr) * Drift * TDS/1,000,000


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.90			annual =			3.95			tons/yr


			PM10 Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.70			annual =			3.06			tons/yr


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.00			annual =			0.01			tons/yr











Blast Furnace Cooling Towers


			Cooling Tower Calculations Using Method from 20. QT-2 Cooling Tower from USS


			Blast Furnace Contact Cooling Towers			Inputs


			Water Flow Rate, gal/hr			581,415			Data available is annual water consumption…


			Water Flow Rate, lb/hr			4,849,001


			Annual Operating Hours			8,760


			Drift			0.02%			Industry standard for cooling towers built in 1990's & no longer new


			TDS (ppmw)			12,000			Assumed for 2006-2007


			TDS Specific Gravity			2.2			Assumed to be NaCl


			Equations from USS Spreadsheet, based on Reisman and Frisbie, "Calculating Realistic PM10 Emissions From Cooling Tower"


			Volume of drift droplet = (4/3)*PI()*(Dd/2)^3																		Eq. 1


			Mass of Solids in Drift droplet = (TDS)*(ρW)*(Volume of Drift Droplet)																		Eq. 2


			Solid Particle Volume = (Partice mass of solids)/(ρTDS)																		Eq. 3


			Dp = Dd * ((TDS)*(ρW/ρTDS))^(1/3)																		Eq. 4


						WHERE:


			Dp = diameter of solid particle (µm)									ρW = density of water = 1E-6 µg/µ3


			Dd = diameter of drift droplet (µm)									ρTDS = density of solid particles


			Droplet Diameter (µm)			Drop Volume (µm3)			Solid Particle Mass (µg)			Solid Particle Volume (µm3)			Solid Particle Diameter (µm)			% Mass Smaller than Column E


			10			524			6.28E-06			2.86			1.76			- 0


			20			4,189			5.03E-05			22.85			3.52			0.196


			30			14,137			1.70E-04			77.11			5.28			0.226


			40			33,510			4.02E-04			182.78			7.04			0.514


			50			65,450			7.85E-04			357.00			8.80			1.816


			60			113,097			1.36E-03			616.89			10.56			5.702


			70			179,594			2.16E-03			979.61			12.32			21.348


			90			381,704			4.58E-03			2,082.02			15.84			49.812


			110			696,910			8.36E-03			3,801.33			19.36			70.509


			130			1,150,347			1.38E-02			6,274.62			22.88			82.023


			150			1,767,146			2.12E-02			9,638.98			26.40			88.012


			180			3,053,628			3.66E-02			16,656.15			31.69			91.032


			210			4,849,048			5.82E-02			26,449.35			36.97			92.468


			240			7,238,229			8.69E-02			39,481.25			42.25			94.091


			270			10,305,995			1.24E-01			56,214.52			47.53			94.689


			300			14,137,167			1.70E-01			77,111.82			52.81			96.288


			350			22,449,298			2.69E-01			122,450.71			61.61			97.011


			400			33,510,322			4.02E-01			182,783.57			70.41			98.340


			450			47,712,938			5.73E-01			260,252.39			79.21			99.071


			500			65,449,847			7.85E-01			356,999.17			88.01			99.071


			600			113,097,336			1.36E+00			616,894.56			105.62			100.000


			Interpolations:


			% PM10 = F26 +(10-E26)*(F27-F26)/(E27-E26)									4.46


			% PM2.5 = F22+(2.5-E22)*(F23-F22)/(E23-E22)									0.08


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr) = Water Circulation Rate (lb/hr) * Drift * TDS/1,000,000


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr)			11.64			annual =			50.97			tons/yr


			PM10 Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.52			annual =			2.27			tons/yr


			PM Emission Rate (lb/hr)			0.01			annual =			0.04			tons/yr










